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I. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
 
Meeting was called to order by Chair McQuivey at 11:13 am.  As council members introduced 
themselves, Yanos recorded those that were present.  The majority of the members were present and 
quorum was established.  Cy Bridges, Analu Josephides, and Nettie Tiffany were excused from 
today's meeting. 
 
 

II. INTRODUCTION OF COUNCIL MEMBERS AND SHPD STAFF 
 
SHPD staff introduced themselves.  Mahi said a pule. 
 
 

III. OPENING REMARKS 
 
Chair McQuivey thanked John Reppun, Executive Director of the KEY Place Project, for allowing 
the council to use their facilities for this meeting.  Chair McQuivey asked the public to sign in to 
make sure the record reflects all that attended the meeting and to introduce themselves when coming 
to testify before the council.  Chair McQuivey asked the public to have courtesy towards everyone 
that is participating and to keep all remarks to the council and not to other members of the public.  
Chair McQuivey reminded the public that the council established a four-minute testimony policy.  
Chair McQuivey stated that there has been a request to take an agenda item out of order and will 
entertain a motion to do so. 
 
Paik made a motion to move Item D under “Council Actions” ahead on the agenda and withdrew the 
motion when the people affiliated with that item were not present at that time. 
 
  

IV. APPROVAL OF MAY 10, 2006 MEETING MINUTES 
 
Correction by Chair McQuivey: Page 7, Insert the word “by” into the motion for the council to write 
a letter to Kuilima to be signed “by” the OIBC Chair Jace McQuivey. 
 
Motion to approve the May 10, 2006 OIBC Meeting Minutes with the corrections. (Kini/Abad) 
 
VOTE:  ALL IN FAVOR.  Motion carries. 
 
 

V. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A. Informational presentation by Kuiwalu Consulting of an upcoming project in the Waikiki  

Ahupuaa, Kona District, Island of Oahu [TMK: 2-6-13: 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12] 
 
Dawn Chang, Kuiwalu, gave an informational presentation of an upcoming project in which 
Fifield Companies is proposing to develop a residential condominium project at the old Waikiki 
Wave location.  They are proposing minimal excavation work on this project.  They are currently 
going through the EA process and completing a cultural impact statement.  The archaeological 
work on this project is going to be conducted by Cultural Surveys Hawaii (CSH).  She stated that 
she has met with SHPD last month to inform them of this upcoming project.  She has been 
engaged in some early consultation with possible lineal/cultural descendants to make them aware 
of the project.  Kuiwalu is the cultural consultants for this project and would be happy to answer 
any questions or concerns about the project.   
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Kaleikini asked if the AIS plan would be made available to cultural descendants.  Dawn Chang 
said that she will be working with the families recognized in the area to keep them informed.  
Kuhea shared his concern about two cultural descendants that were recognized by the council for 
the Waikiki area.  Kuhea claims that Kana‘i Kapeliela took money under the table to confirm 
these two descendants.  Kuhea expressed his disapproval of the recognition of these two cultural 
descendants. 
  
McQuivey stated that he will entertain a motion to move agenda items around.   
 
Motion to move Item D under “Council Actions” ahead to address this item before the next 
agenda item. (Paik/Kini) 
 
Greenwood asked for the reason why there was a need to move the agenda item ahead.  Paik said 
that she acknowledged that the descendants relative to this agenda item had taken time off work 
to make a site visit in the morning and then came to this meeting and would like to give them the 
opportunity to speed up the process.  Greenwood stated her concern about changing the set 
agenda when other members of the public were aware of the order of items on the agenda and 
came out to this meeting to wait their turn to speak on agenda items.  Chair McQuivey said that 
normally he doesn’t entertain a motion like this but he acknowledges that the descendants took 
time out of their schedule to meet at an early site visit and then came to this meeting…it is out of 
courtesy that he is entertaining such a motion.  Chair McQuivey stated that he understands the 
concerns around this issue.   
 
VOTE: 5 IN FAVOR (Abad, Kini, Kruse, McQuivey, and Paik); 2 ABSTAINED (Mahi 
and McKeague); 2 NOT IN FAVOR (Greenwood and Keliikoa).  Motion carries. 
 

B. Discussion on Mokapu MOUT Facility and pending reburials 
 
June Cleghorn, Kaneohe Marine Corps Base, stated that she is available to answer any of the 
council’s questions regarding the MOUT facility that is proposed to be used at Mokapu.  
McQuivey said that individuals of the council did make a visit to the site.  Kini asked Cleghorn 
to clarify the situation.  Cleghorn stated that the Section 106 consultation process was initiated 
because the Kaneohe Marine Corps Base is proposing to increase the number of training days at 
the MOUT facility.  She said that Nalani Olds, one of the claimants for the Mokapu ‘iwi kupuna, 
submitted a letter in opposition to increasing the number of training days at the MOUT facility.  
At this point, the command at Kaneohe Marine Corps Base knows that there is disagreement 
with the proposal and they have agreed not to do the increased number of training days but is 
still considering doing some training there.  The base command has indicated that they are trying 
to work out some kind of compromise.  Cleghorn said that she welcomes written responses from 
the council on this subject.  McQuivey thanked Cleghorn for making a site visit available and 
asked the council to express any concerns.   
 
Greenwood stated that this issue came before the council because she was made aware of the 
activities going on at Mokapu.  Her concern is that when she did further research on the area, she 
found out that there are still many ‘iwi that have not been reburied that originally came from the 
area where the MOUT facility is being proposed.  Kruse shared her concern about the word 
“compromise” because it seems that it means that someone always has to back down.  Kruse said 
that this is a known burial area…there should not be any kind of training or disturbance there.  
Paik asked what the descendants thought about this issue. 
 
(Diamond enters at 11:35 pm) 
 
Donna Camvel, a Mokapu claimant, stated that her family has a kuleana and a direct link to the 
Mokapu ‘iwi kupuna.  She said that she does not support the training facility at Mokapu.  She 
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explained that she understands the need for the military to have this training facility but she has a 
kuleana to protect the ‘iwi and mana of the Mokapu area and for that reason she cannot support 
the military’s proposal.  She stated that she implores this council, who has the power to make a 
difference in setting precedent, to do so.  Abad stated that in terms of compromise, the families 
connected to Mokapu have done more of their share of compromise when it comes to the 
military presence in Hawaii.  Abad went on to say that there have been many compromises that 
have been at the expense of Native Hawaiians and the family’s request to leave this burial 
ground alone is a very small one.   
 
Diamond stated that this council recognized two descendants for the Mokapu ‘iwi and they have 
expressed their opposition to the MOUT facility.  Thomas Shirai recognized Diamond for all his 
work on the council.  Shirai shared with the council an act (Act 45) that was just passed through 
legislation that relates to historic preservation and the purpose of this act allows the state to 
impose civil and administrative penalties against people who have made a violation of the 
conditions of an approved mitigation plan, which includes monitoring and preservation plans.  
McKeague expressed his thanks to the people who have come forward on this issue and shared 
his own thoughts about his experience at the site visit at Mokapu.   
 
Cleghorn clarified that there will be no vehicle traffic and ground disturbance in the area.  She 
said that part of the Section 106 process allows agencies to ask the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to give their opinion and if they agree to do so, then their opinion will be 
given to the Secretary of the Navy and eventually the Secretary of Defense.  She clarified that 
the ACHP’s opinion is only advisory.  Abad asked if the council would be copied on that 
opinion; Cleghorn said yes.  Cathleen Mattoon stated that she is the president of the Koolauloa 
Hawaiian Civic Club and has been cultural advisors in regard to this.  She stated that they have 
not been made aware of all the correspondence and would like to be included to make comments 
on this matter.  Cleghorn suggested that any comments be put in writing in order to make them 
known to all involved. 
 
Kini stated his comments which stressed the importance of the claimant’s feelings about the 
proposed MOUT training.  Greenwood said that she believes that a letter needs to be written to 
state the council’s position and address it to the military, ACHP, and OHA.  Diamond suggested 
using this meeting’s minutes to demonstrate the council’s position and send a copy of it, along 
with a letter written by the council, to the necessary people. 
 
Motion to adopt a stance, in the form of a letter to be written by the council with reference 
to the June 14, 2006 OIBC minutes, to be addressed to the Kaneohe Marine Corps Base, 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the Office of Hawaiian Affairs in support 
of the claimant’s feelings not to have the military engage in MOUT training in the 
proposed area. (Abad/McKeague) 
  
VOTE: 9 IN FAVOR.  Diamond abstained.  Motion carries. 
 

C. Informational update by Cultural Surveys Hawaii for the Makaha Bridges Replacement 
Project in the Makaha Ahupuaa, Waianae District, Island of Oahu  
[TMK: 8-4-001:012; 8-4-2:047 & 045; 8-4-018:014, 122, 123; 8-4-08:018-020]  

 
 Brian Takeda, Mike Okamoto, and Matt McDermott informed the council about the project.  

Takeda said that the State Department of Transportation, Finance, and Federal Highways 
Administration are currently trying to replace two bridges in Makaha that have deteriorated.  
Improvements to the bridge would include various upgrades.  They are currently drafting an 
environmental assessment and an archaeology inventory survey has been already completed.  
McDermott stated that the inventory survey results indicated the historic properties found within 
the project area and thanked Greenwood for her help in the process.  McDermott indicated that 
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there were previously identified remains (believed to be Native Hawaiian) found during the 
inventory survey and a burial treatment plan is being written to address them.  The remains 
appeared to be previously disturbed and none were found in situ.  It is their proposed treatment 
to relocate the remains into a reinterment site at Mauna Lahilahi Beach Park.   Paik stated that 
her stance has always been to preserve in place or keep them as close to their original location.  
Greenwood asked if the project would be affected by the problem that they’ve been having with 
the bathroom area and the sand going out and the water is coming in.  Okamoto said that this 
problem has been one of their concerns.  McQuivey thanked them for making this presentation to 
the council and acknowledge that they look forward to seeing the plan.   

 
Council breaks at 12:23 pm.  Meeting resumes at 12:35. 

  
 
VI. COUNCIL ACTIONS 

 
A. Informational presentation by Rosehill & Associates regarding Kuilima 

 
Ralph Makaiau (Kuilima) introduced the team that is involved with this project: Rosehill & 
Associates, Keith Kurahashi (Kusao & Kurahashi, Inc.), and several kupuna who has a tie to the 
community.  Makaiau apologized for not being able to attend last month’s meeting but he was 
scheduled elsewhere.  McQuivey, noted for the record, that the letter that the OIBC wrote to 
Kuilima stated that no one appeared at last month’s meeting was incorrect and he wanted the 
record to reflect that Hal Hammatt did identify himself as a representative for Kuilima at last 
month’s meeting.  Hal Hammatt explained the archaeological history noted in the 
Archaeological Mitigation Plan for the Turtle Bay Resort which was compiled by Cultural 
Surveys Hawaii (CSH).  Hammatt stated that this plan seeks to provide guidance and direction 
for mitigating the archaeological sites within the different development parcels.  There were 
burials identified during various studies and CSH has identified 19 separate burials in the project 
area, of which most of them were found in sand deposits by the shore.  There was a burial 
treatment plan prepared for by Kepa Maly in 1992.  CSH’s research shows that virtually all of 
the burials were disinterred, with permission from SHPD, and reinterred into a relocation site 
except for two burials which were left in situ.  Hammatt summarized the archaeological research 
done within the project area. 
 
Hammatt acknowledged that the ‘iwi found in the original testing will be treated as previously 
identified and will come before the council and the ‘iwi found during monitoring will be treated 
as inadvertent remains and coordinated with SHPD.  He added that they would like to add a 
section to the report that deals with the treatment of burials to comply with the present statutes 
for this project.   
 
Diamond asked how the developers arrived at that certain reinterment site.  Makaiau stated that 
he has only been with the company since 2001 but what he understands is that the 
recommendation was made by the prior owner to SHPD and SHPD concurred.  Diamond asked 
when that recommendation was made; Was it prior to burial laws coming into play?  Hammatt 
said that he believes it was covered under the burial treatment plan that Kepa Maly made in 
1992.  Hammatt said that he knows that SHPD staff was involved in the entire process.  He said 
there were also inadvertent finds in the 1980’s.  Abad asked how the burials were encountered.  
Hammatt said that one set of scattered remains were found by the hotel, another set of remains 
were found during digging operations behind the beach to the east of the hotel, all of the other 
remains were found during archaeological excavation.  Abad asked if the archaeological 
excavation was during inventory survey.  Hammatt said yes.  Abad asked if the burials were 
found during inventory survey therefore they should be considered previously identified burials.  
Hammatt said yes by today’s standards but these were encountered during the 1980’s when 
burial laws were not yet in effect.   Abad said that the council is trying to establish a clear record 
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of the burials found within the project area.  Abad appreciates CSH’s work to compile an 
extensive history of the project area and thanked them for their efforts.  Abad stated that the 
council is trying to get a handle on what’s going on here and asked what stage of the review 
process they are in right now.  Hammatt explained that they are trying to take something that was 
done over 20 years ago and find it difficult to put it in categories in which we would understand 
today that would comply with the present burial laws.  Hammatt said that he appreciates Abad’s 
comment and noted that the one thing they haven’t done is to go through SHPD’s 
correspondence to find more information about the treatment of the burials.   
 
Abad reiterated her previous question that could probably be better answered by the Department 
of Planning and Permitting (DPP) and SHPD which is:  Where in the review process are we in, 
in terms of issuing permits?  Abad also asked: What would be the appropriate message for the 
council to send?  What would be the appropriate area of purview over which the council would 
have some kind of comment?  Hammatt stated that CSH met with Chris Monahan (SHPD) at the 
beginning of this process (earlier this year) and he suggested that they prepare this mitigation 
plan.  He also stated that he would not approve any permits with the exception for a small project 
related to Alpha Road until this mitigation plan was reviewed and approved by SHPD.  
McQuivey asked if there was anyone in the audience that represented DPP.  Chang stated that 
she received a call from Kathy Sokugawa’s office (DPP) inquiring about the letter that Chair 
McQuivey wrote to their office and said they would try to have someone come to today’s 
meeting on behalf of their office.  McQuivey said that the letter was also addressed to OHA but 
acknowledged that there didn’t seem to be anyone present at this meeting representing OHA.   
 
Greenwood asked how their anticipated development would affect the burials already identified 
within the project area.  Hammatt said that they wrote this plan to minimize the effect on the 
archaeological sites and the areas where they suspect is burials.  Abad asked for clarification as 
to whether or not the late 1980’s MOA that was signed with the Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
regarding burials for this project area was considered at all or being followed.  She went on to 
say that she believes that the council’s stance is that subsequent burial laws have been passed 
which afford SHPD and the OIBC’s specific jurisdiction over matters that have been addressed 
in the OHA MOA.  Abad asked Kuilima to clarify their stance on the validity or lack of validity 
of the MOA or whether it’s being followed.  Makaiau said that they have been instructed to work 
within the perimeters of the unilateral agreement (an ordinance mandated by the City & County 
of Honolulu which has conditions that the Department of Planning and Permitting responds to 
and will report back to the City Council).  Keith Korashi added that in terms of the 1980 MOA 
they have been following it with respect to the time it was put in place, however, with the new 
knowledge of the burial council there has not been any recent burials.  He stated that their 
intention is to report back to the council any finds and will work with the council on a burial plan 
should there be any new burials discovered.   
 
Abad stated that a key issue that arose in earlier discussions is that the council is concerned 
about the adequacy of an inventory survey with regard to appropriately identifying possible 
burials within the project area.  As she understands, SHPD is taking a look at the adequacy of the 
total number of studies that have been done at this time.  She said that they would like to 
examine the issue of whether or not burial sites have been adequately identified in the project 
area.  She said that if these inventories haven’t been done in a comprehensive enough way, then 
they would like to suggest to SHPD that further inventory be completed.  She stressed the point 
that since past inventories was done in a patchwork nature and prior to burial laws being 
established that it would seem appropriate to address the issue of the adequacy of the inventory 
survey, in terms of burials.  Korashi said that they’re hopeful that this mitigation plan will 
address the council’s concern and it will be turned into SHPD for review very soon.  Hammatt 
said that the mitigation plan was prepared to allow SHPD to answer the council’s concern.   
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Diamond said that the MOA is an important document because it is pertinent in relation to the 
burials within the project area.  Korashi said that they will research it and make a copy of it for 
the council and SHPD’s information.  Abad noted that she has read the MOA and it reflects the 
thinking that most of us would consider highly offensive today, it allows for intrusive study of 
remains for no particular compelling reason other than scientific interest, and it allows for 
disinterment in pretty much all instances.  Given the council’s previous discussion, Abad’s 
personal opinion is that she doesn’t feel that it is the kind of MOA that this present council 
would support.   
 
Paik asked about the cultural/lineal descendants role in this project.  She asked if they are 
actively involved or if there was a search for them.  Hammatt said that in compliance with the 
burial laws, if burials are identified from this point on then the legal advertising process would 
apply.  He went on to say that there is a long history of active members of the community 
involved with the development plans for this project.   
 
McKeague asked what the timeframe was for the archaeological review.  Korashi said that the 
property was rezoned back in 1986 and they’re currently going through a subdivision process.  
Greenwood asked if there were any descendants that came forward for the burials that were 
found previously.  Hammatt said that there was a search made but it wasn’t in the way that 
would be done today.  Abad asked if there has been active involvement in community members 
to identify known burial sites within the project area.  Paik said that there should be a wider 
search done to include people outside of the immediate community.  Diamond shared his 
thoughts about people who might have an affiliation with burials in the project area.   
 
Cathleen Mattoon stated that she wrote a letter to the council as soon as she saw this item on the 
agenda.  She said that the Koolauloa Hawaiian Civic Club would like to be consulted on this 
project.  Chang clarified that to be recognized as a cultural descendant to a set of remains you 
would need to apply as individuals rather than a group.  Paik said that Kuilima could simply 
acknowledge the civic club’s desire to be involved with this process.  Abad explained the various 
ways of Hawaiian groups being involved in the consultation process. 
 
KeAloha Kuhea asked about the police report that goes back to 1980 to the present looking for 
‘iwi kupuna not genealogy.  He said that since the burials were inadvertent discovery it 
automatically falls under the council’s jurisdiction.  He expressed his problems with the police 
report and Kuilima.   
 
Thomas Shirai shared his thoughts about the history of the project area.  He said that he is glad 
that there is a more comprehensive study done now.  He stated the importance of respecting and 
listening to our elders.  He said that he would like to see the current security force at the hotel 
keep all the people away from the area that doesn’t have a reason to be there.   
      

B. Burial Treatment Plan for the Ward Village Shops Project [TMK: 2-3-5:013-017, 022, 023] 
Honolulu Ahupuaa, Kona District, Island of Oahu 
 
Dwight Yoshimura requested that the council defer Items B and C of this meeting’s agenda until 
next month’s meeting because there was a typographical error in the notification to the 
descendants and General Growth Properties (GGP).  They will be readvertising a corrected 
notification. 
 
Paik stated that she had a difficult time visualizing where the proposed burial sites would be in 
conjunction to the building and how it would impact the building.  Yoshimura stated that when 
they do the official presentation, they will have a model available for the council to view.  He 
invited the council for a site visit of the project. 
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Yoshimura informed the council that Mr. Jeff Dinsmore is no longer with GGP.  He introduced 
the individuals that are working with GGP on this project.   
 
Yoshimura directed the council’s attention to a picture of the burial site on Kamakee/Queen 
Streets.  He stated that the site was in terrible shape and GGP took it upon themselves to clean 
the area.  Chang stated that she spoke to a representative from HCDA, who assured her that the 
‘iwi buried at their property had not been forgotten and that HCDA has plans to do something 
with the area but it will not happen until 2008.  She said that the HCDA representative also 
wanted the council to know that they do monthly visits to the burial site.  Yoshimura added that 
GGP will continue to monitor the area on a regular basis until HCDA moves forward with their 
plans for improvement. 
 
Yoshimura stated that in a previous council meeting, there was a question about why GGP did 
not do these inventories before the trenches were done on the project.  He stated that they were 
following the direction of HCDA.  He added that GGP was not aware of these issues and was 
caught between an internal State agency-type of issue.  But they did get approval from HCDA to 
proceed with construction. 
 
Yoshimura concluded his update by stating that GGP engaged the services of PBR to work on 
the various proposals for the landscape of the burial area.   
 

C. Recognition of Lineal/Cultural Descendants Claim 
Burial Treatment Plan for the Ward Village Shops Project [TMK: (1) 2-6-022:009] 
Waikiki Ahupuaa, Kona District, Island of Oahu  
 
Chang referred the council to her May 9, 2006 memo that was included in the packet that was 
sent to the council members.  Because all the applicants listed in her memo were recognized by 
the OIBC on July 9, 2003, as cultural descendants to Native Hawaiian remains found at the 
Queen Street Extension Project and the Wal-Mart Project in the Honolulu Ahupuaa, the 
department recommends approval of recognition as cultural descendants to the remains found at 
the Ward Village Shops Project. 
 
Greenwood asked if any of the applicants appeared before the OIBC.  Chang stated that several 
of the descendants attended the informational meeting at GGP in May 2006 and some of them 
attended past OIBC meetings.  Chang noted that representatives of the families were present at 
today’s meeting.     
 
Motion to accept the staff’s May 9, 2006 recommendation memo to recognize Applicants 1-
23 was made and seconded.  (Diamond/Greenwood) 
 
Paulette Kaleikini thanked the council for recognizing her family. 
 
KeAloha Kuhea stated that he submitted his claim in response to the notice printed in a June 11, 
2006 newspaper.  He stated that he was confused by the notice because the ad read that the Ward 
Village Shops Project is located in the ahupua‘a of Honolulu.  He stated that some people refer 
to the project as being in “Waikiki”.  He suggested that maybe the publication was incorrect 
because his claim was in Honolulu for Kamakee and Piikoi, but OIBC said that was Waikiki.  
Now the publication says that this is “Honolulu”.  He said he is confused by the metes and 
bounds description and the ahupua‘a that the council is using.  He continued to say that in 
Honolulu, he submitted a claim to this award using the same geneology that he used for 
Kamakee and Piikoi.   
 
Kuhea acknowledged that he is a party being confirmed.  Kuhea stated that he talked to Chang 
on the phone and she told him that he will not be able to come before the council this month—he 
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would be on the agenda next month.  Chang noted that Kuhea did not make any appointment to 
meet with her and expected her to drop what she was doing to meet with him.  She said that she 
spent 45 minutes with him discussing his claim and as a result she was late to another 
commitment.  She started to review his documents when he called her a week later to tell her he 
wanted to submit additional documents.  She stated to him that she would wait for him to submit 
all his documents before she resumed her review; he submitted his documents a week before 
today’s meeting, so she was unable to add it to today’s agenda.  Chang added that SHPD is 
making the effort to accommodate Kuhea’s needs, but he needs to allow the staff time to do the 
review. 
 
Kuhea stated that he submitted his documents to SHPD last month for the Ward project.  He was 
not able to submit his documents for the WalMart project to SHPD because he was involved 
with the Aki Sinoto contested hearing and was told he could not submit his claim until the 
hearing was completed.  He reiterated that there are two claims with the same genealogy for two 
different projects in the same metes and bounds of Honolulu. 
 
VOTE:  ALL IN FAVOR.  Motion carries. 
 

D. Correspondence from the University of Pennsylvania Museum 
 
McQuivey summarized the letter that the council received regarding a skull that was in the 
University of Pennsylvania Museum’s possession. McKeague stated that he has been contacted 
by Eddie Ayau of Hui Malama I Na Kupuna O Hawaii Nei to consult with the council regarding 
a skull that a student that the University of Pennsylvania felt in his na‘au that this kupuna was 
from the Hawaii Island.  He wondered if the council wanted to entertain a motion to pass on the 
jurisdiction matter to the Hawaii Island Burial Council or if this council wanted to have a 
discussion about the appropriate treatment of the skull.  Diamond stated that he did not have a 
problem with passing on the jurisdiction and made reference to another situation that happened 
in New York.  His thoughts were to see if OHA would like to be involved and go to 
Pennsylvania to fully assess the situation.   
 
Paik shared her thoughts on the matter.  She believes that the kupuna have been away too long 
and that they should be brought home.  Greenwood suggested that the council form a group to go 
there and that the kupuna can or will draw you in.  McQuivey asked if McKeague will 
coordinate a meeting and obtaining funding (possibly from OHA) to see what can be done to 
bring this skull back home.   
 

E. Discussion on Council Direction, Goals and Objectives 
 

(Mahi left the meeting at 2:08 pm.) 
 
Diamond requested that the documentions that are provided for this agenda item is attached to 
the minutes and the remarks be transcribed verbatim.  McQuivey agreed that the minutes should 
reflect Diamond’s speech verbatim.  
 
Please refer to the attachments for Mr. Van Diamond’s verbatim speech and documentation 
which was communicated during this agenda item. 

 
F. Status Update on Wal-Mart case 
 

McQuivey stated that he had sent an email to the council members regarding a reply from Bill 
Cooper, Attorney General advising the hearing officer, about the correspondence that the council 
has been copied.  He clarified with Bill Cooper that the council will not be receiving any more 
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correspondence on the Wal-Mart case.  He said that the council does not having a standing in 
this case.   
 
KeAloha Kuhea said that he has gotten advice to re-file his claim for this case which was 
previously denied by Kana‘i Kapeliela.  He said that there is a conflict of interest in the metes 
and bounds of the property.  He believes that the people reviewing his claim are discriminating 
against him.  He said that if they cannot review the documents within a week then they are not 
qualified to be doing the review.    
 
Paik noted for the record that the OIBC is not responsible for inadvertent finds (it falls under the 
department’s jurisdiction) and that the OIBC is not the genealogists reviewing the claims…the 
council goes by the recommendation of the department.   
 
Greenwood noted for the record that Chang recently joined the department and when there is 
mention of names or neglect, she takes offense to that.  In terms of genealogy, the department 
has an obligation to verify the documents being submitted to verify a descendancy claim and she 
does not believe that someone’s genealogy can be verified within a week.  She went on to say 
that the department needs to have sufficient documentation showing that the person making the 
claim has a direct connection to the burials and be able to name the individual burial there.  She 
said that nobody in the department can turn around and say that they recognize the person 
making a claim just because that person is hounding the department staff because that is wrong.  
She said that as OIBC members, they need to protect the staff and themselves.  She said that 
accusations relating to past staff and OIBC members are wrong.   
 
Diamond added that previously there were several staff members in the History & Culture 
Branch and presently Chang is the only one working in that branch.  He said that to expect the 
same kind of productivity when there’s only one person working in that branch requires 
understanding.  He stated that there is a point about the metes and bounds of the Waikiki and 
Honolulu Ahupuaa’s and should be further examined. 

   
G. Discussion of the Department’s collection of ‘iwi 

 
McQuivey stated that there is nothing new to report and that there is no further need to keep this 
item on the agenda. 
 

H. Status Update on Section 106/NAGPRA Correspondence 
 
Greenwood explained the three correspondence letters that she reviewed this past month.  She 
stated that she spoke with Laurie Lucking regarding a golf course the Army would like to put in 
and she was told that there will be cultural monitors present in case of any inadvertent 
discoveries.  She stated that she attended the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
workshop in May regarding the draft policy statement regarding consultation matters.  She 
shared with the council her thoughts on the draft policy statement and what she observed at the 
consultation meeting that the ACHP held. 
 
 

VII. SHPD INADVERTENT DISCOVERY REPORT  
 

Chang noted for the record that there was a typographical error on the agenda regarding Item VII – 
B.  The inadvertent discovery of human remains in the Kapalama Ahupua‘a was not made at a heiau; 
the discovery was made at the Keanakamano Restoration Site. 
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Chang referred the members to the monthly summary report of inadvertent discoveries of human 
skeletal remains, which was previously provided to the members in their packets.  She read into the 
record the contents of her June 7, 2006 memo to the council. 

 
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 

  
  
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 Susan P. Yanos, SHPD Secretary and  
 Piilani Chang, SHPD Cultural Historian 
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